But it is more than this. It is an attempt to bring the historians of to-day back to the ideals which actuated the historians of the Age of Enlightenment. "The motive lying behind the entire essay," confesses the author, "is that the intimate union of literature, philosophy, and history, so amply demonstrated in the writings of Voltaire and his 'school,' is not merely an ideal of the eighteenth century, but one which bears validity for all time. Or, more explicitly, history devoid of philosophic and literary interest, which concerns itself only with the establishment of the fact, however scientifically handled, has always seemed to the writer to be blind of an eye and lame of gait: a study, in short, of contracting horizons and diminishing cultural value" (p. vii). And he expresses the hope that "when the humanist has come into his own once more, we shall see the subject, freed from excessive subserviency to 'science', rise again to the commanding position it held in the days of Voltaire and Gibbon--the indispensable passport of every educated person, and a social force of the first magnitude" (p. vii).
laborators grappling with the great historical synthesis of the future, and the individual sinking into comparative insignificance. And a question naturally suggests itself. Assuming that the final synthesis will be achieved--at present it is a matter of faith--may we presume that it will be, not only comprehensive, but readable and compassable as well? If so, who will read, comprehend, and compass it? In the eighteenth century, the study of history was well within the scope of every educated person; to-day it is written by specialists primarily for specialists" (p. 5). And again: "It seems scarcely conceivable that the last word on any event can be merely a record de ce qui •tait; such a record, out of touch with contemporary life, must always be barren, dead, and valueless. Perhaps we may hazard the opinion that 'History for history's sake', like the corresponding formula, ' Art for art's sake', is one of those hot-house growths which flourish only in the unreal atmosphere of institutions that are themselves out of touch with realities" (p. 6). Professor Black makes no attempt to minimize the advances made in historiography in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. "The vast apparatus of research, the steady multiplication of reliable documents, the continuous sub-division of labour--all this is irrefragably established; and no one in his sane senses would for a moment think of asking that it should be altered, any more than he would advocate a return to the age of the handmill or the hour-glass" (p. 13). "All that is suggested is that the pragmatic note might, with advantage, be more explicit than it is in the histories that are being written to-day. There is, in short, a need for the reintegration of history and philosophy; and the reintegration ought, this time, to come from the historian's side rather than the philosopher's" (p. 14).
Professor Graham Wallas, in his new book, does not attack especially the problems of the historian, except in so far as they are common to all those who practise "the art of thought" "The lives of the consulting chemist, the consulting accountant, the historian, the novelist, the judge, and the philosopher are in many ways unlike each other, but they are all like each other in being instances of the specialized occupation of professed thought" (p. 292). Yet no historian can dip into his suggestive and inspiring pages without extracting much that will, mutatis mutandis, be to him of incalculable service. Of particular interest is his chapter on the "stages of control" in thought. He does not confine these to the stages of Preparation and Verification with which, it is to be feared, too many historical writers are content; but he adds the intervening stages of "Incubation" and "Illumination". "At the Incubation stage we can consciously arrange, either to think on other subjects than the proposed problem, or to rest from any form of conscious thought .... If we are consciously to control the Illumination stage we must include in it the 'fringe-conscious' psychological events which precede and accompany the 'flash' of illumination, ands which may be called Intimation" (p. 11). And in regard to these stages of thought he utters some pregnant words. "I am told," he says, "that the thought-processes used in nearly all American secondary schools, and during the collegiate years of nearly all American universities, as well as in many of the English publicly-supported secondary schools, belong mainly to the stages of thought which I have called Preparation and Verification, and that in these institutions a clever boy may go without reproach through his whole course, with little or no fully conscious experience of the more vitally important processes of Illumination and Intimation" (p. 2•15). Is it possible that this indictment may sometimes apply to the work carried on, not only in the undergraduate, but also in the graduate schools of history in American and Canadian universities ?
However this may be, it cannot be denied that both these books raise questions of primary and far-reaching importance in regard to tendencies in historical study to-day, and particularly in historical study as carried on in American and Canadian universities. Generalizations, as every historian knows, are both difficult and dangerous to make; but sometimes they must be made. If one were to generalize concerning present-day historiographical tendencies, one might be justified in saying that they are summed up in the ideals that underlie the degree of doctor of philosophy. This degree is at once the goal of the student's ambition, and his passport to academic life. There are, it is true, universities which do not demand the possession of a Ph.D. degree as a sine qu8 non in applicants for academic appointments (and these universities are, curiously enough, as a rule the older and stronger); but there appears to be almost everywhere a tendency to regard this degree as a desideratum, and in many universities to regard it frankly as an essential, in those who teach the art of history. Indeed, the statement has been made that the recent adoption by British universities of courses leading to the Ph.D. degree was partly the result of pressure from American, and particularly Canadian, sources. A degree held in such high estimation may not unfairly be taken as a touchstone of presentday tendencies.
For the estimation in which the degree is held in academic circles there are sound reasons. As a rule, it is granted only after two or three years' work in primary, as well as secondary, sources; and it has given rise to a generation of historical scholars who are not content with facile generalities or traditional views. The student who strives to add something, however small, to the sum of human knowledge is a better man than the student who seeks only, however gracefully or brilliantly, to perpetuate the errors of the past. There is no refuge but in truth; and the professional historians of to-morrow are being taught to hew to the line, let the chips fall where they may. There is also evident in the average It is worth while inquiring why this is so. One is loath to be dogmatic; but one ventures to raise the question whether, on the whole, the historians of to-day have not lost the art of telling a story. Herodotus, the father of history, was a storyteller; and every great historian since his time has been a storyteller, in greater or less degree. The story may be simple or involved; but it is none the less a story, and in it the facts fall into their proper place and perspective. The Anglo-Saxon chronicler was not a story-teller; he merely gave the story-teller the facts from which he might draw. Perhaps the modern doctor of philosophy is also not a story-teller, but is content to provide the facts of which the story-teller may make use. If so, his ambition is less than it ought to be. Story-telling is a branch of literature; and the historian who abdicates the function of story-teller, places himself outside the pale of literature.
The average Ph.D. thesis, moreover, has, as the French say, the defects of its qualities. It is well to add something to the sum of human knowledge; but this does not mean that one should drag from oblivion solid phalanxes of meaningless and unimportant facts. It is well to cite authorities; but this does not mean that one should annotate every statement, or give the source of every chance quotation. Indeed, nothing damns a book so quickly as excessive and indiscriminate annotation and citation of authorities: one might as well bring the kitchen utensils into the diningroom. Lastly, it is well to be thorough and exhaustive; but this does not mean that one should narrow the field in which one is working until it becomes insignificant. The graduate schools of history are not perhaps so guilty in this respect as some other graduate schools one might mention. They do not set youthful enthusiasm at work counting the number of times certain words appear in the works of certain authors. But even in history the field assigned to a graduate student is often either not worth ploughing, or has been ploughed before. I have before me the List of Doctoral Dissertations in History now in progress at the chief American Universities, December, •925, published by the Department of Historical Research of the Carnegie Institution of Washington. From it one gathers that there are at present in the neighbourhood of five hundred graduate students in history pursuing the doctoral degree in the United States and Canada; and as one casts one's eye down the list of subjects on which these students are working, one is filled with a sense of the futility, the unreality, the misdirection of much in higher education in America to-day. That a student should spend two or three years in the heyday of life exploring the history of "Higher Education for Women in Missouri" or even "The Status of the American College Professor in the Nineteenth Century"--these are actual subjects on which applicants for the degree are working --can only be described as a tragedy. The diligent exploration of any subject will, of course, provide a certain amount of mental discipline; but there are some subjects which it is not worth anyone's while spending two or three years in exploring.
In this connection one cannot help recalling the words which John Morley wrote many years ago in his Diderot (pp. 378-9):
It may perhaps be contended that the conception of history has, on the whole, gone back rather than advanced within the last hundred years. There have been signs in our day of its becoming narrow, pedantic, and trivial. It threatens to degenerate from a broad survey of great periods and movements of human societies into vast and countless accumulations of insignificant facts, sterile knowledge, and frivolous antiquarianism, in which the spirit of epochs is lost, and the direction, meaning, and summary of the 
